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COORDINATION AND COOPERATION
IN HIGHER EDUCATION
IN MASSACHUSETTS

By Dawvid D. Henry™

" Introduction

For a nunber of years college and university administrators,
governnent officials, and legislators, both state and federal, have
striven to achieve better inter-institutional éboperation and coordi-
nation in higher education. Today, as a décade ago, the concept
is widely appleuded and.seldcm accomplished as conceived. The goal
turns out to be elusive and isolated achievements are frequently
off-set by negative developments. Nation-wide and in individual
states and regions, we seem to be no closer now than in the past to
accomplishing the objectives that have been set out in strong language
- in legislation and in educationrl policy statements and for whose

implementation elaborate machinery has been established.

The very terms "coordination” and "cooperation" have become
arbiguous. When they are used in higher education or their concepts
implemented, there are many who are unsure about who is doing what

to whom, and under what circumstances.**

*The ooinions, conclusions and recommendations in this report are those
of the authcr, and do not necessarily represent the policy of the Academy
for Educa 101&1 Development.

**Sce The Cenitol and the Cempus, State Responsibility for Post-secondary
Education, a Report and Hecommendations by the Carnegie Commission on Higher
Educsation, "Coordination end Planning," p. 23-37; McGraw Hill Book Co.,:ie¥ York,
April 1971,




It is againét this national background that the Academy for
"Educational Develcpment asked for corment on a nurber of questions
that have been included in the Massaclusetts Higher Education study.
Specifically, the questions were:

l. How can the State of Masssachusetts plan more effectively

for higher education? '

2. 1s a regional structure likely to be useful for'higher
educgtion planning in_Massachusetts?

3. How can the views of the Legislature and the public be
fed wore adequately into the higher education planning
mechanism in Massachusetts?

b, How can inter-institutional cooperation and coordination
be fostered in Massachusetts?

: 5. How can competitive expansion, duplication of efforts,
~ and waste of funds be avoided in Massachusetts?
Ip order to update my background on the higher education situa-

tion in Massachusetts, particularly with respect to cooperation and

coordination among the various institutions and segments in the

state, I visited with a number of college and university executives

and govérnment officials, studied a number of reports and docuﬁents

already prepared, and then discussed the questions being raised in

this study with the local memubers of the study staff. My responses te thé

questions have been influenced, in part, by my observations of the higher educa-

tion sitvation in Massachusetts as I found it and by my conversations

with those whom i interviewed. This memorandum presents first a number

of the fectors involved, and then turns to the questions as listed.




At the stort, I emphasize that I am not taking any

position cn ithe Governor's reorcrnization vlen., I

share the point of view that the functions of coor-

éinntion, cooperation, and plannins will have t0 be

carried out, whatever structure for implementation

is given the responsibility.

Factor #1. The Relationship Between Private and Public Institutions

Today the relationships between private and public institutions

" of higher education are a dominant factor in any study of higher edu-
cation in the state. The nature of these relationships has major

implications with respect to planning for the future of higher educa-

tion in Massachusetts. ' -
In the‘private sector there 1s widespread apprehension as to:

1. The adequacy of futﬁre financial resources to underwrite
a continuvation of the present quality and scope of programs

being offered.

This concern varies from worry over the financial ability
of mzintaining past and present strength to an outright

insecurity as to the future stability of entire institutions.

The "budget crunch" is emphasized by the possibility that

tuition revenue will decline an the result of a prospective




reduction in enrolment, occasioned by either (a) increasing
tuition costs without adequate étudent assistance; or

(b) the expansion by-public colleges and universities

into areas directly competitive, geographically or
finaneially, with programs already established in private-
instituiioné; or (c) a decline in senior college and

university enrolments in general.

The impe@ding competition for part-time students both in
formel and in informal non-credit work, particularly in

the Boston ares,.

On a wmit-cost accounting basis the education of part-
time students is frequently just as expensive to the
institution as that of a full-time student. From a prag-
matic administrative point of view, however, the cost of
épace, comnzon services and overhead are chargeable generally
to the full-time student body'regardleés of the part-time
load. EKence, revenue from part-time students is an impor-
tont "add(on" in the budget of many.private institutions,
particvlarly the lzrge ones located in big cities. Com-
petiticg for part-time students at the undergraduate level,
therefore, clearly provides a potential for institutional
confllict. The wore specialized the curriculum, the more

intense will be the coxpetition.



3. Pcssible competition for regular full-time undergraduate
students (a concern everywhere,but one that was not urgent

in Massachusetts in the fall of 1972).

Although no less than 60% of the full-time students in

" Massachusetts are now enrolled in private colleges amd
universities, these institutions draw heavily also from
the pool of young people located outside of the state.
Enrolment projection studies now being made in Massachﬁsetts,
as elsewhere in the country, indicate that the outlook
for full-time uadergraduate enrolment is unclear. In a
few years the number in traditional senior institutions

may well decline.

4. Dupiication of educationsl progrems at the doctoral and

edvanced professional levels.

Here costs are relatively §ery high. Educators at both state-
supported and privete institutions should be sure that the
resovrces of each are sllocated within en appropriate "division
of lzbor."” Tne introduction of new progrems at public insti-
tutions which sre similar to those already existihg at the
private universities (and for which there 1is slready a dim
prospect of enrolment expansion) bears careful examination.

Yhen public or private institutions offer new progrsms to




students which parallel or duplicate existing programs
that appeer to be sufficient for enrolment demand, the
result will only add to the long-rahge fiscal problems

of both the private and public instituticns. Hhen a

new progrem is offered at & lower net cost to the student,

under such circumstances, conflict is inevitable.

An smelioration of these apprehensions is clearly necessary before
it is possible to create an atmosphere for cooperative endeavor leading
to state-wide planning for higher educstion ahd for a responsible utili-
zation of existing educational resources. In Massachusetts the private
sector is one of the.largest concentrations of public service being
provided by private institutions in the nation., It is both an cceonomic
and culturel asset to the State. Public policy shculd take into account
not only the preservation but also the enhancement of that asset. New
programs and innovations cannot, therefore, be thea exclusive domain of

the public institutions.

Factor #2. The Aspirations, Obligations and Responsibilities of the

Public Institutions

The future developrent of the public universities and colleges
clouds the public-privaie relationships and same resolution of the
mutual. concerns ghould have high priority in the consideration of
state plnnning in Mageachusettas. During the past decade the develop-

ment of the public institutions hzs been the soufce of considerable



state pride. The enlargerment and expansion of the University of
Masszchusetts, both in the scope of its programs and in its academic
reputaticn, the growth of the étate colleges and the development of
thelcbm:unity colleges, all attest to the fact that there was a greét

need to which they were able to respond. .

As students of higher eduéation know, Massachusetts was somewhat
tardy among the states of the Union in establishing a clear and
definitive role for its pdﬁlic universities and cclleges and in
giving them a high priority in financial support. Although much
progress has been made in recent years, the total state effort has
not exceeded that of other states. This comparison may be made whether the
peasurement is made on the basis of per capita personal income in the
state, per cepita expenditure made on higher education, or per capite

taxes levied for higher educational purposes.

. It may reasonsbly be concluded,.therefore, that Massachusetts has
not overdone its effort., Indeed the contrary is true; that is, that
the state must continue to be concerned sbout the development of
excellence, expsnding the edequacy of programs in the vérious univer-
sities and colleges under its direct control, and of considering new

progrems vhen the need is fully Jjustified.




TN

There should be no serious disagreement with the general premise
thet:
o state supported institutions of higher education have a
vital public mission |
¢ Massachusetts has a potential for the fulfillment of
that mission on & par with other states and
e Massachusetts should supportthoseinstitutions in a way

that is at least compareble with other industrial states.

Therz remains. however, the question of hcw best to carry on
the development, thé besi methad to use, how beé% to serve the public
interest without (a) iarming t}«a private institutions vitally and
(b) encouraging at the same timé'g'phiioscphg-af:ﬁleft-over" service
to be provided by the state-supporéed'institutionﬁm To say, as some
do, that public institutions should éérry on only those activities
that are not being handled by private colleges and universities is to

deny the basic responsibility of public higher education.

No state has adopted such a policy, and it cannot be adopted without

dem2ge to the welfare of the people of the state.

A public vniversity has a group of functions in teaching, resesrch,
end public service. Once these have been set forth and approved in
support of bdbroad objectives, the institution should be expected to
develop effectively, but also planfully. "Planfully" is a key word.
There must be plans for both public and privete institutions, and they

miet be related to each other.



Prior to the improvegent in the relationships between the public
and the pri#ate sectors there is need, however, to share in arrange-
nents for planning, communication with respect to present and future
planning, and to establish ways and means for mmtual consideration of
vhat is ultimately best for both the student and the Commonwealth.

At the present time each institution in the state, public or private,
believes that ‘that it is doing now and what it plens for the future

is in the best interest of the Commonwealtk. Clearly, inter-institutionsl
conversation on this subject is essential. Also, in order to be meaning-
ful, it must be joint and practical and directed to specific issues and
problems, |

With both public and private institutions under pressure to econ-
omize end to make the best possible use of all the resources available,
the time is favorable for a new look at coopefative planning. On the
agenda should be such matters as:

o the availability of public assistance for both full-time

and part-time students |
' e the adjustment of charges to students in relationship to
scholarship assistonce |

e the cstablishment of machinery for exchenge of information

in program planning and |

o the establishment of procedures for initiative in organiza-

tion end follow up in Jjoint planning.

Both the public and the privete sectors of higher education could

goin e good deel from a coxnron stance on these four topices.
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Factor {#3. The lMassacklusetts Advisory Council on Educstion

Massaclhusetts islunusual arong the states in haviag established
an Acvisory Cowncil on Education as an independent ag:ncy. In my
view the Council s well conceived, and hés done useiMl work through
the studies that it has sponsored. In any future orisnization and
structure of higher education in Massachusetts the Council or a simi-
ler type organization* ought to be a major contributor to the success

of the process of planning and coordination.

If one conceives of coordination as a yesult and uot a proéess,
gnd of educational autonomy as essential within a brogd consensus
as to the major divisions and parameters of a master plan, it is‘clear
that the Massachusetts Advisory Council can play a unique role. The
Council is neither an advocate of any educational position nor is it
an administrative body. It is not subject to political or special
- influence by any one constituency, It has been, is now, and should

continue to be sn independent force in its judgments.

The Council should be in o position, through its studies, to have
an evalustive influénce upon the conditions of master planning, as
well as upcon the recoumendations made by the various segments and b&
the agencies of state govermnment. Hence, it can and, in my opinion,

should become a constructive balance wheel in the machinery for

*Unimr the Covernor's Reorgenization Plens the Massachusetts Education
Council will =zbsorb the Advisory Council end two other councils.



plarming and coordinstion of higher education. It can serve as a
public forum for the people of Massachusetts when conflict situations
develop and when issues and problems are caught up between advocates

and adversaries,

In come states, the coordinating agency has become subject to
8 measure of political influence either from the dominant party, a
dominant executive, a legislature, or a combination of these power
centers. This is not desirable for education decision-mgking., Scme-
body outside the master planning and coordinating agency should be
available, therefore, for monitoring planning procedures, for being
sure that the whole case in each major issue is put before the public
and that there is a public forum for review. In Massachusetts, the

Advisory Council could undertake this role.

* ¥ ¥

This psper turns now to the specific questiins on inter-institutional

planning, cooperation, and coordination.

Quertion iF1, Fow can the State of Massachusetts plan more effectively

for higher education?

Cozment:
Within the public sector in Massachusetis, it seems to me that

the long-range planning of 'the various segments has until now left




sorething to be desired. State-wide coordination will not occur
within the system a5 a whole until there is maximum coordination
among, the memwbers of each segment. The idea of segments or systems
of ccomparable institmtions is a sound one, but long-range planning
within the segments should proceed concurrently with long-range
?lanning for the state. The tﬁé should be part of the same process.
Intra-segment coordination and planning are also parts of the pro-
cess of collavoration and c60peration with other segments and with

the private sector.

Agreement with this analysis will produce no results, however,
unless initiative for intra- and inter-group action is taken. Where
should the initistive lie? Under preéent law, the governance authority
0T each segment c;earxy has the responsibility for integrated planning among
its members. Because such planning has implications for state-wide
activity, the Board of Higher Education also has substantial

responsibility,*

Recomuendations:

1. The Beard of Higher Education should be encouraged to
conduct éiscussion of weys and means to advance intra-
and inter-segment planning end planning between the seg-
ments and private institutions. Special staff should be

provided for this purpose, both to the Board and to the

“Under the Governor's Reorgenization plen, the Board of Post-secondary
Edueation vould have the responsibility.



segrent administrations. ZFor the purposes of this
reccazendation, the consortia should be regarded as a
segment, Special arrangements should be made for dis-

cussions of inter-institutional functions in the Boston area,

Today a formal overall consortium is impossible in the
Boston area because tﬁére are too many institutions, and
they are too diverse in purpose, si#e, character, and |
program. A consortium approach could be made upon certain

functional lines, however, such as the providing of services

‘to part-time students or to persons enrolled in specific

professional programs, such as law and dentistry or in

doctoral programs in education.

The Board of Higher Education should ask the Association

of Independent Colleges and Universities in Massachusetts

to appoint a committee to serve in an édvisory role, parallel
to the present advisory comittee composed of representatives
of the public segments. Occasional joint meetings of the
two groups right be heid, but for the present parallel inde-
pendent groups mey well be more effective, although they
would be expected to work closely together.

I the Boord is continued as a government agency af'ter the
General Court considers the Qovernor'a Roorggnizntjon Plan,

its resbership should be made up oxclusively of laymen not
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identified as trustees or employees of any of the

sectors involved.

Both public and private colleges and universities should
give every possible exposure to managenent data, to the
characteristics of administraiive policies and to short-
range and long-range plans and operations. For sound
decisions the public consideration and debate of data.,

pollcy, and planning is essential.

State assisted planning is public business and ought to

be pﬁblicly discussed and be a matter of publie record.
Essentisl communication cannot be established unless the
planning process is open and the professional relationships
agcepted in good faith. Public evaluation of planning and
corollery politicel decisions cannot be sound without such
public visibility of the professional plenning and the

reasons for it.

The Massachusetts Advisory Council should be encouraged to
erpond its progrem of studies and enlarge its role to that
of a forum for pudblic review of critical issues in higher
education., Its studies should include evaluative reports
and studies of institutlons, systenms, stateénd agency pro-

cedures, snd educational needs of the Commonwealth.
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Question #2, Ts a rewion~) structurc likely to be useful for higher

efycntion ploxming din Mnsrcchusetts?

Corment:

Regional planning within the state has mich to commend it. Higher
education\instiﬁutions are economic assets'to their regions. They pro-
vide unique services to coimuting students. They are spurs to economic
growth. Often they provide for local professional expertise through
their recruitment of professional personnel for permanent residence
in the coomunity. They provide centers of continuing education and
recreation. The experience has heen that practieally every institution

of higher lecrning has something unique to give to its regionm.

However, regionalism can be parochisl and irappropriately political.
Hence, regionalism expressed through consortia, and thus brought into
the state-wide plcture, can have the advantege of both local perspec~

tive and the broader interest.

The economie end administrative adventoges of geographic consortia
have been vell demonstrated in the groups at Amherst and Worcester.
The Southzaestern Mossachusetts institutions should be encouraged to
develecp the reletionchips slready initiated. The special arrangements

suitable for the Boston areca ore mentioned on page 13 .



16

With reference to regional planning on an inter-state basis,

I consider the Durham Declaration” of the Presidents of the Pubiic

Universities of New England to be 2 remarksble document. The
Declaration is a strong énd statesman-like exposition of both s
need and an cpportunity and should prepare the way for specific
program planning as quickly as possible. The Declaration makes
clear that the Presidents are dedicated to cooperation where trans-

state relationships can be mutuglly beneficial.

Thé Pres'.dents have marked the areas of cooperation and colleb-
oration that can be most meaningful, such as graduate school develop-
ment,’professional schools, extension and continuing educational
programs, and certain innovations such as common intevnational

programs and an "open university."

However, resolutions do not produce results -- people must work

at progrems.

Reccmmendations:

1. The State of Massachusetts should teke the initiative in
encouraging & New England regional epproach to the supply

of highly speciclized expensive education in selected

*Innsmach ac the Turhem Decleoxotion issued in Durhsm, New Hampshire,
on Iovazder 20, 1973, coes not seza co kave kad widespread pudlicity, a
copy is ineluded with this memorandum gs Appendix A for the convenience
of the ~=axder.
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professional fields and technicai areas. Veterinary
medicine is an example. The New England Board of Higher
Education should be prepared to be the agent for such
inquiry end to foster the establishment of appropriate

edministrative mechanisms.

2. The Presidents of the Land-Grant Universities should make
every effort to carry out the objectives of the Durham
Declaration and the General Court should provide separate

funds for this purpose.

3. Since planning requires personnel both for expertise and
administrative initiative and follow through, funds for
these purposes should be provided to the'segments, including

the consortis, and the state agency concerned.

Question #3. How can the views of the Legislature be fed mnre

gd?quately into the higher education planning mechanism in

Massachusetts?

Corment:

According to a recent survey,* many legislators are iestive about

the nature of their involvement with higher education decision-making.

*Stote Officinls ond Hicher Education: A Survey of the Opinions

end Exnoc:iniiong of Policyrnizers in i.ne States, by H. Pulau and H, Quinley,

a report prepcred for the Cixrnegle Cemmission on Higher kducation; Mclraw-
Hill Book Co,, New York, 1970. :
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First, they are concerned that they do not systematically receive
sﬁfficient firgi-kond inf;rmation on vwhich to base informed jud@mehts
on legislation before them. Of course, this generalization is itrue
about many areas of public business, and legislators acknowledge that
they are dependent upon legdership and committees for guidance and
upon the degree of their confidence in the recommending sgencies and
agents. More and more, however, as higherleducation assumes greater

importance in state finance, they feel impelled to be better informed

in greater depth than they are now.

Second, beyond the desires to be informed on higher education as a finan-
cial matter, legislators have unusual interest in higher education, per se.
Many of them feel close to the subject, as products of the system, and
meny have ideas for its imp rovement that they feel ought to have con-
sideration. Some of thest proposals reflect the interests of their

constituents, some originate in their own experience.

- It is to be noted in connection with both points that while dele-
gation of a lprge share of responsibility for policy recommendations
to institutional and coordinating agencies has been necessary to expedite
business, legislators desire some direct involvement that will be per-
sonal and authentic. Because the effectiveness of institutional opera-
tions and many policy determinations will result from legislative action,

the desira for participationought to be enéouraged, not discourayed.
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Over time, many deviges and procedures have been tried in an
effort to improve 1egis1ati§e relations to higher education, For
example, in the past it was possible to arrange group visits to
canpuses, Some states established official committees for visits to
educational institutions, Some placed members of the legislature on

advisory boards,

Today, however, ad hoc, haphazard, casual, and almo< . accidental
relationships are no longer adequate to keep legislators informed or
to serve as an appropriate channel for communication from individual

legislators or committees to planning and policy agencies,

Recommendations:

1, The legislature should create a joint committee on higher
education, not to supplant or compete with appropriation or
education committees now existing, but to be responsible for
establishing channels for legislative involvement in the
preliminary processes leading to final action, The Committee
would be advisory, would send observers regularly to the
meetings of the Board of Higher Education and would direst
‘reports that should be communicated to the members of the

legislature, -
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2. Between sessions of the legisiature, campus visitations
and discussicn should be scheduled, perhaps two a year,
rocated among the segments, including the private institu-~
tions as a segment. These visits and programs would be

sponsored by the joint committee on higher education.

3. The Advisory Council on Education should conduct annually
a structured conference on issues and prcblems in higher
education in Masséchusetts with the program planned in
consultation with legislative leaders end segment heads
and the Board of Higher Education. Proceedings should be
made aveilable to a2ll members of the legislature and o£her
specialized audiences. Trends of discussion should be

reported, as well as analytical papers.

L. The Board of Higher Education should conduct s survey
of menmbers of the leglslature and of the institutional
and segment heads on how it is possible to increase
the involvement of the.members of the leglislature in
the planning mechanisms of higher education. As background,
the experlences of other states could be procured from the

Commlission of the States.
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Quastion 4., How can inter-institutional ccoperation be fostered in

Mnsszchusetts?

Corment:

Although some of the comments aid recommendations given above

to questions numBer 1, 2, and 3 relate also to question number 4,%

I shall 1list in this section only those that pertain to consortia,

Massachusetts is fortunate in that there sre arrangements for
developing consortisa and a growing acceptance of the efficacy of

voluntary cooperastion through consortia.

The organization of private and public institutions in the
Worcester area where the institutions work together in the implementa-
tion of plens and the similar but older arrangements at Amherst pro-
vide good expericnce from which to build. An incipient possibility
exists in southeastern Massachusetts where conversations about cooper-

etive enterprises have glready been started.

In the Boston area dozens of bilaoteral agreements already exist.
enong neighboring institutions.. This suggésts that the time has come
for a systcmratic and more extensive pattern of relationships. Here
a8 indicated earlier, it is probable that cooperative machinery would
have to be organized around common functions and student constituencies

rather thzn sround the institutions themselves.

F ot Tl T s ane Baves 12-1%. 16<17. and 19-20 of this memorandum,
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Recommendations:

1. The estoblishment of consortia and other methods of inter-

institutional cooperation should be encouraged whenever
possible.

The state should study seriously how to relate the operations
of the cormissions established under Section 1202 of the
Educationsl Amendments of 1972 to the present or new machinery

for state planning.

The stete might formalize relationships to consortia so that
it would be legally possible to make direct grants or approp-
riations to them for inter-institutional activities without

amending the Constitution.

The state should provide administrative and plenning funds
for consortla to the extent possible under the Constitution.
One way to be considered would be the assignment of jointly

selected personnel from the Board of Higher Education.

Once legal barriers are removed the state could enter inte
contracts with censortia to provide necessary educational

services.
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Cuestion "5, Ecw con cormetitive expansion, duplication of efforts,

ond wasto of funds be oveoided in !ossachusetts?

Corment:

The Comment and Recommendations developed under the previous

n

four gquestions covers the import of Question #5. "N

All that has been said in this paper has been directed to ways
and means of avoiding compei:itive expansion, duplication of efforts
and unnecessary expenditure of funds. However, the thrust has
been positive, also: +the enhancement of assets, the conservation and

responsible use of resources, and how best to serve the Commonwealth.

Concluding Notes

Policy formulation is alwsys affected ‘by the orgenization and
edrinistration established to implement policy. Although organization
per se has been excluded from the purview of thissudy, one cannot
=il to note that the Governcr's reorganization recommendations to the -
legislature kove placed a constraint upon iritiative of all agents,

. agencies, and institutions incladed in the planning of higher education

in !lascachuzctts.

The prevailing mood 1s one of uncertainty as to future responsi-

bilities c2d pomsibilities. Hence, whatever changes may be adopted
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should be eveluvated by those who will have the responsibility for
irplementntion. Little forward moverent tovard planning and cooper-
ation as here recommended can be expected until present organization

proposals are determined.

One caveat should be ente;ed on this point. Cocrdination, desired
by all parties, is a resulting~condition, not a procedure. Coordina-
tion at its bézt is not imposed., It arises from the various elements
in éonsensus-seeking that héve been described in this report. Respon-
sibility for initiative in master planning rmst be established, but
the substance of the master plan should be determined after approp-
riate input has been solicited and weighed, the parameters determined,
and respect for instifutional autonomy to the fullest possible extent
esteblished. Efficiency cannot be gttained without a high degree of

sutonomy,

On the other hand, enough authority must sccompany master planning
to deal with the minority who will not be‘a party to & consensus. Here,
however, the authority should be limlited, based upon the realization
that in the end the people of the staﬁe must determine the policies ~=
not bureaucracy. Accordingly, the General Court'should not expect to
withdraw entirely from involvement in major policy decision as regards
scope and goais. Fiseal regponsidbility requires a measure of poliocy
responsibility. The legiclaoture must refleet the wishes of the people

at large as well as their oun views of the operations of the higher

education cczrumity.
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The effectiveness of state planmming rests with the willingness
of the individual institutions to participate and to work with others
in the attack on larger prodblems. Such willingness and desire will be
expressed only when there is no threat, direct or indireet, to the
institution's esteblished mission, when there is no possibility of
anthoritative regimentetion or political dominstion. Continuing
colleboration within & fremework of agreement is essential to con-
structive outcomes. No institution, public or privete, should regard
what is best for the state as a whole as in any vay inimical to its

own development.

In setting up the devices for master planning and coordination,
in celling for new initiatives in the spirit of mmtual concern, there
is alweys the temptation to look to machinery as the answer to problem
solving. Machinery does not solve problems -~ people do. Massachusetts
has been forvard-looking in the establishment of organizational strume-
tures -- the esteblishment of a state agency for master planning in
higher education, the éreation of the Advisory Council on Education,
the develcpment of consortia, the establishment of new campuses and
new institvoticns within the major segments, and the organization of

" the major sezments.

The tesk ehead is one for leadership, for initiative, for the
development of a spirit of cooperative enterprise, and sbove all for

the provislion of resources to make effective plamning pessible, The



sums required are not large, relatively.' They should be regarded as

investments in future efficiency.
Addendun

During the course of the visits with educators and administrators
in’Massachusetts and the study of tﬁe documents on higher education
in the Commonwealth, a number of matters arose which were beyond the
precise scope §f the questions assigned to.me by the Academy. This
memorendim provides an oppoétunity, however, to comment on these

matters, also.

1. The levying of tuitions at public institutions.
Tuitions imposed by public institutions are a form of
selective tax imposed by.fhe state on personsAwho use the
services offered. The state imposes many seleétive taxes
on users, such as the tax on gasoline for the use of
highways; and euthorizes the imposition of taxes by
other governmental bodies, such as téxes on the use of
water provided by cities ﬁo citizens, etc. Sometimes
the tax on users is a charge which has a direct relationship
to the cost of producing the services provided and is in the
nature of a price., Sometimes this is not the case. In any

~ event, the distinction is blurred. However, only in the

case of the state-wide tax levied on students in the form
of tuition is the amount to be levied determined exclusively

and without any reference to cost or other criteria by members
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of appcinted boards rather than by persons who are the

. elected representatives of the people. In my view, the

amount of tuition levied on students should be determined
by the legislature, not by governing boards. Moreosver,
since there is no necessary relationship between the amount
charged and the cost of .services provided in the several
institutions, it seems~to me that the tuition pattern
should be uniform for all pubiic colleges and universities

in %he state,

Scholarship assistance for part-time stucdents.

_Throughout the history of higher education in this country,

a part-time student has been treated much less adequstely
than the full-time student. One area of discrimination is
with respect to scholarship awards, which in general exclude

part-~time students altogether.

In Massachusetts, as elsewhere in the country, there is
likely to be a great increase in the number of part-time

students in the next five to ten years. They are likely

" to be o substantially greater proportion of the total enrol-

ment (on a head count basis) than they s:'e now. The state
should, it seems to me, be sensitive to the financial needs
of pert-time students, and where they are ontit;cd Lo ansint.-
ence should provide aid on a pro-rata bansis cimilar to that

provided to full-tiime students.
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Inter-institutional contracts,

The legal barriers that prohibit contracting arrangements be-
tween public and private institutions of higher education at the
present time should be eliminated as quickly as possible

by amending the state constitution, This arrangement can

be useful to the State, and, if adopted, could be highly

productive in selected areas of cooperation, .

Emphasis upon common goals.

In serving the Commonwealth and the citizens of Massachusetts,
the private and the public colleges and universities have more in
common than their public differences suggest. However, the
atmosphere of apprehenslon, as prévibusly described, does give
rise to the building of separate constituencies and to tho de-
velopment of divisive attitudes, Polarizing the general commu-
nity on higher education issues would be exceedingly unfortunate
for the welfare of higher education in Massachusetts, for the
State, and for each of the components, Such a deveiopment 1s

more than a theoretical possibility, The beginning of such di-

vision has already been noted, It is important therefore that

additicn=l sophisticated lay leadership, with suustentizl public
visibility, be brought into the planning and governance operations at
all lovels and in all agencies and argments Tor thr bonefit of the

Commonwealth ao a whole,
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APPENDIX A

THE DURHAM DLCLARATION OF THE PRESIDENTS
OF THE PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES OF NEW ENGLAND *

The Presidents of the six land-grant puﬂlic universities of

New England, meetiig in Durham, New Hampshire, for their fourth
formal session of the year, have continued their efforts to
broaden and strengthen their established pattern of regional
cooperation. We rccognize that mounting demands for public
higher education of high quality finds New England at a
crossroads. Generations behind most of the Uniteéed States in its
realization of the need for support, our fegion has made
impressive stridés in the development of its puklic universities
and colleges in the last decade. Expanded enrollments, improved
facilities, better faculties, greater service to our states are
anong our genuine accomplishments.

Those advances have required increasing investments of tax meney.
Today, there is a proper and growing public ccacern that our
universitics are effective institutiens -- creoting kan]Pﬂqu,
imparting knowledge, rcaching out to those who neced us most.
Therc 1s also proper concern tha£ university programs are weoll-
i-lanned, well-managed and well-coordinated with one anoth. » and

with the private institutions of highic: cducation that are so

t

*issusd on November 20, 1972 at Durham, iew Hampshire
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rich a resource in New England. As Presidents of the six éublic
universities, we believe we carry a special obligation to
organiie our progress so that we strengthen the overall pattern
of higher educa@ion in our region, public and private alike.
Accordingly, each of us has been engaged in our own states in
participating in consortia and other collaborative arrangements.
For many years we have been partners with our private colleagues
In New England Board of Higher Education. We are proud of the
outreach and special educational activities of the New England
Center here in Durham. We believe we have built a sensible,
wholesome, intramural and intercollegiate athletic program.

Now we believe it is time to take another major step fofward;

a common planning aﬁd coordination in our academic and public
service areas.

Specifically, we believe we can better our educational offerings
and improve our cost effectiveness if---

First, we plan the coursc of our graduate school .develop-

ments together.

Universities by the very nature of their calling, must carry

on graduate education of high guality. EBut we beliecve we can
shapc together an overall program that gives each institution
sufficient strength and depth in faculty and research challenge
and at the same time avoids duplication and destructive

competition.

Second, we will countinue to examine our common capacit:’

for region-wide professi-n scheols locatod ot a single site,

—— . e e——— i e s

For some time, proposals for varicus Now Lngland profcusional
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schools, such as in undertaking new field of health services,
have been undef porular discussicn. We believe that we should
now determine the genuine needs for sucil undertakings, and if
they are demonstrated, initiate them together. We should also
evaluate the ways our present professional schools and colleges
can be made to complement one another.

Third, we will undertake to strengthen, streamline, and

rationalize our extension and continuing educational programs.

The New England region is compact; our six states taken together
fit four times within the borders of Texas. We think we can
devise a genuine regional extension capability that car help

ouf communities and improve the status and morale of the
faculties and staffs involved.

Fourth, since New Encland with the xest of America, looks

- increasingly toward shaved activities with oux other nations,

we believe we can develon further common international procrams.
The rccent New England-Japan Trade Conference here at the

New England Center is a good example of our potential. The
international study exchange programs for students and faculties
are another. We .elieve that we can systematically develop
relations with universities across the world that can yield
enormous économic cultural and social bencfits to our states.

Finally, the concent of an open university casily availahlo

to all who desire has excited the professional cduc.tor o
== B P -

citizen alike.

We have the ¢bligation to explore the¢ concept on a r..gional

Q basis and al:.udy proposals exist in several of our states to
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use public television, regional centers and special cources to
that end.
Given our conviction that these five areas of collaboration
hold high promise, we have asked Don Nicoll of Maire, a
distinguished Hew Englander with a long record of public service
to our region, to analyze how we can realize our academic and
s@ervice aims and to make specific recommendations as to organ-
ization and procedure. We hope to have the Nicoll study before
us early in 1973 and to be abie to present to our boards of
trustees, and thfough them to the people of ouf states, a
realistic plan of action néxt year. OQur expectation is that we
can establish arrangements that will dramatically ir prove the
- combined value of our institutions and the effcctiveness witl.
which we work.
In the meant'me, we will accelerate our existing endeavors. in
athletics and continuing education. We ask all New Englanders
concernad with the future of their region and their children to

support us in our work.




